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NOTE. 


In  giving  the  following  Tract  to  the  world,  it  may  be  necessaiy 
to  explain  to  some  readers  that  it  first  appeared  as  an  article  in  the 
"  Toronto  Christian  Observer;"  hence  the  employment  of  the  editorial 
style.  Controversy,  especially  with  good  men,  I  do  not  love;  but 
when  good  men  throw  into  the  church,  of  which  I  am  pastor,  missiles 
calculated  to  create  uneasiness,  and,  if  believed,  adapted  to  lead  from 
the  simplicity  of  gospel  order,  our  young  members,  I  have  no  other 
course  left  me,  as  one  who  hopes  to  hear  from  my  Lord  the  glorious 
"  Well  done,  good  and  faithful  servant,"  than  to  hold  the  shield  of 
truth  over  those  whose  faith  is  thus  rudely  assailed. 


JAMES  PyPER 


REYIEW. 


Ai^  ESSAT  ON  THE  TERMS  OF  COMMUNION,  BY 
CATHOLICUS  ;  WITH  A  PKEFACB,  BY  JOHN 
OILMOUR 


Such  is  the  title  of  a  tract  of  45  pages  which  parties  are 
circulating  in  the  province,  a  copy  of  which,  has  recently 
been  handed  to  the  Editor  of  the  Observer.  We  have  read 
it  carefully,  and  having  found  nothing  new  in  it,  still  retain 
as  a  matter  of  course,  our  former  well  considered  views. 
The  preface  by  Bro.  Gilmour,  and  which  really  contains  the 
marrow  of  the  arguments  of  Catholicus,  is  a  very  pretty  and 
pleasing  descant  upon  Christian  love  and  forbearance.  We 
scarcely  know  how  our  good  brother  intends  us  to  apply  his 
preface.  Does  he  mean  that  the  absence  of  such  love  and  tbr- 
I  bearance,  as  he  and  those  who  think  with  him  possess,  makes 
i  Regular  Baptists  close-coramunionisls,  and  does  he  think 
.  that  an  increase  of  those  graces  in  our  hearts,  is  all  that  is 
necessary  to  bring  us  upon  the  open-communion  ground  '? 
If  he  does,  he  must  regard  our  piety  as  being  sadly  deficient 
in  compass.  If  he  does  not,  his  remarks  are  irrelevant.  Is 
it  true,  that  the  practice  of  open-communion  is  the  legitimate 
offspring  of  Christian  love — ihat  grace^  which  led  many  a 
martyr  to  burn  at  the  stake,  rather  than  yield  up,  or  sacrifice 
one  iota  of  Christ's  truth — that  grace,  which,  above  all 
others,  preserves  intact  heaven's  legislation,  which  rejoices 
not  in  iniquity,  or  in  any  thing  belonging  to  the  mystery  of 
iniquity,  but  rejoices  in  the  truth.  Is  open-communionism, 
again  we  ask,  a  child  of  this  grace  ?  We  must  be  excused 
for  not  being  able  to  believe  that  it  has,  in  itself  considered, 
the  remotest  connection  with  love.  It  is  a  mere  sectarian 
badge,  the  shibboleth  of  a  party,  who,  in  attacking  the  Bap- 
lists  ring  changes  upon  those  kind  of  epithets,  which  not 
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unfrequently  pass  for  arguments,  viz  :  intolerance^  bigotry^ 
superstition^  sectarianism^  Sfc. 

While  we  agree  generally  with  the  sentiments  of  the 
preface,  we  deny  its  relevancy  to  the  point  at  issue. 
We  say  generally^  meaning  by  that,  that  there  are  some 
expressions  which  we  cannot  endorse.  It  has  long  been 
to  us  a  most  obvious  truth,  that  many  of  the  controversies 
which  agitate  our  world,  would  be  greatly  circumscribed, 
and  perhaps  cease  altogether,  if  disputants  would  agree 
in  their  application  of  first  principles.  Many  a  page  of 
logical  argumentation  resting  upon  false  premises,  and 
many  an  impassioned  burst  of  glowing  rhetoric,  built  upon 
such  a  foundation,  would  never  have  seen  the  light  of  day, 
had  their  authors  paused  at  the  threshold  of  iheir  work,  and 
candidly  proposed  to  themselves  the  question — are  the  prin- 
ciples upon  which  I  am  about  to  build  self-evidently  true? 
We  think  that  the  principles  upon  which  the  dogma  of  open- 
communionism  rests,  are  self-evidently  erroneous.  Take  a 
few  examples  from  the  little  work  before  us  : 

In  the  preface  we  read,  that  the  law  of  Christian  for- 
bearance is  that  which  Christ  has  given  for  the  purpose  of 
preserving  harmony  of  spirit,  amidst  the  diversity  which 
prevails."  Now,  did  Christ  give  a  law,  based  upon  the 
exercise  of  forbearance,  which  should  harmonize  men  at  the 
expense  of  the  truth  taught  by  the  Holy  Spirit?  Is  it  not 
our  duty  to  contend  earnestly  for  the  faith  once  delivered  to 
the  saints  ?  But  can  forbearance  enlighten  us  as  to  one 
iota  revealed  in  that  faith  ?  We  must  obey  the  gospel  of 
Christ ;  but  can  forbearance  enlighten  us  as  to  what  that 
gospel  teaches '?  We  must  keep  the  ordinances  as  they 
were  delivered  ;  but  cm  forbearance  instruct  us  in  the  nature 
of  those  ordinances  ?  We  must  Avithdraw  ourselves  from 
every  BROTHER  that  walketh  disorderly;  but  can  for- 
bearance point  out  to  us  the  distinction  between  orderly  and 
disorderly  walking  ?  Paul  says,  "  Beware  lest  any  man 
spoil  you  through  philosophy  and  vain  deceit,  after  the  tra- 
dition of  men  and  not  after  Christ."  But  forbearance  mag- 
nified to  the  place  of  a  law  for  the  maintenance  of  harmony, 
neutralizes  the  apostolic  caution,  and  sanctions  at  the  table 
of  the  Lord  traditions  which  make  void  the  law  of  God. 
From  the  very  nature  of  forbearance^  it  is  self-evident  that 
it  is  not  its  province  to  discern  the  mind  of  the  Spirit ;  and 
harmony  without  such  discernment  would  be  harmony  in 
rebellion.    Christian  love   and   forbearance   are  essential 


5 


graces  ;  but  what  are  their  legitimate  functions  ?  Do  they 
fulfil  or  set  aside  the  law  Christ  said,  "  If  ye  love  me,  keep 
my  commandments;"  and  again  !  "  Ye  are  my  friends,  if  ye 
do  whatsoever  I  command  you."  Here  the  evidence  that 
we  love  Christ,  and  are  his  friends,  is  found  in  doing  what- 
soever he  has  commanded  us.  And  John,  the  loved  and 
loving  disciple,  taught  thus,  "  by  this  we  know  that  we  love 
the  children  of  God,  when  we  love  God  and  keep  his  com- 
mandments." "  For  this  is  the  love  of  God^  that  we  obey 
his  commandments  ;  and  his  commandments  are  not  griev- 
ous." Whatever  plea,  then,  may  serve  as  an  apology  for 
open-communionism,  it  is  obvious  that  it  cannot  bring  to  its 
aid  that  love  which  clings  to  Christ's  commandnieiltg,  gven 
though  it  should  be  at  the  expense  of  making  a  man's  foes 
those  of  his  own  house.  If  an  individual  wrongs  me  person- 
ally, and  I  take  it  patiently,  that  is  forbearance  ;  but  if  he 
wrongs  my  Lord,  and  I  remain  unmoved,  that  is  indifference^ 
If  I  obey  God  from  the  heart,  and  from  the  heart  seek  to  do 
good  to  men,  that  is  love  ;  but  if  I  sanction  the  subversion 
of  a  fundamental  law  of  Christ's  house  to  please  myself  or 
others,  that  is  criminal  latiludinarianism.  The  immersion 
of  believers  is  the  inspired  process  of  church-building;  and 
all  the  love  on  earth  and  in  heaven  cannot  change  that 
order;  and  we  cannot  think  that  love  ever  attempted  to 
effect  such  a  change. 

"Forbearance  has  its  limits,"  says  the  preface;  and  our 
brother  would,  in  view  of  those  limits,  receive  all  that  God 
receives,  and  reject  only  the  unconverted,  and  quotes  the 
beautiful  passage,  "  Wherefore  receive  ye  one  another  as 
Christ  also  received  us."  There  is  a  sophism  lurking  be- 
neath the  term  received^  as  employed  by  open-coramunionists, 
which  alone  gives  the  appearance  of  plausibility  to  their 
remarks,  founded  on  this  passage.  It  is,  of  course,  assumed 
that  we,  who  practise  restricted  communion,  do  not  receive 
Christians  as  Christ  did.  Now  this  is  a  gross  mistake :  we 
certainly  do  receive  them  just  as  Christ  received  us.  We 
object  to  receiving  them  to  church  fellowship,  on  the  strength 
of  a  ceremony  invented  by  Rome  :  we  do  not  receive  them 
as  the  Pope  receives  members  ;  but  veri'y  we  receive  them 
just  as  Christ  does.  If  Christians  doubt  this,  let  them  test 
us;  let  them  ask  us  to  baptize  them  into  the  fellowship  of 
the  church.  If  we  refuse,  then  it  will  be  time  enough  to 
charge  us  with  not  receiving  them  as  Christ  does. 

Again,  it  is  assumed,  that  the  command  to  receive  one 
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anotlier,  means  that  bapized  Christians  must  receive  to  the 
table  of  the  Lord  unbaptized  Christians  :  but  to  whom  was 
the  command  given  ?  To  whom  did  the  Apostle  say, 
*'  Wherefore  receive  ye  one  another  as  Christ  also  received  us." 
We  reply,  to  a  body  of  believers  who  had  all  been  buried 
with  Christ  in  baptism  ;  and  never  was  any  man  received 
into  an  apostolic  church,  who  had  not  submitted  to  this  ordi- 
nance. They  believed,  were  baptized,  and  added  to  the 
church.  The  Spirit  of  God  has  set  his  seal  to  this  order; 
therefore  it  is  the  order  in  which  Christ  receives  men  into  the 
visible  church. 

We  regret  to  see  it  stated  by  the  author  of  the  preface, 
that  the  Regular  Baptists  in  Canada,  and  in  the  United  States 
generally,  reject  from  their  communion  those  M'ho  "  Ao/cZ  the 
sentiment  ^vee  communion."  This  is  a  mistake;  and  our 
good  brother  ought  to  have  better  informed  himself,  before  he 
gave  it  to  the  world  as  authentic. 

There  are  few  men  for  whom  we  entertain  a  ff  eling  of 
higher  respect,  than  we  do  towards  the  editor  of  this  tract; 
but  when  Christ's  laws  are  in  question,  we  know  no  man 
after  the  flesh. 

But  to  the  tract  itself,  which  comes  to  us  so  well  endorsed. 
We  may  say  of  it  in  general  that  it  is  a  re-echoing  of  some 
of  Robert  Hall's  sentiments,  although  a  little  more  suicidal. 
The  writer  admits  and  denies  in  one  breath  that  we  have 
Scripture  precedent  for  confining  membership  to  immersed 
believers.  It  has  often  been  said  of  Pedo-baptists  that  when 
contending  with  Romanists,  they  employ  Baptist  weapons  ; 
and  when  contending  with  Baptists  they  "eRiploy  Popish 
weapons.  That  this  is  equally  true  of  open-communionists, 
the  following  comparison  will  serve  to  show. 

The  open-communionist  says.  There  is  no  law  in  all 
the  New  Testament  which  enjoins  baptism  in  all  circum- 
stances, as  an  indispensible  pre-requisite  to  admission  to  the 
Lord's  Supper."  Page  11.  The  Pedo-baptist  says:  Judea 
was  a  warm  climate,  and  immersion  might  be  practised 
there,  but  there  is  no  law  in  all  the  New  Testament 
which  enjoins  immersion  in  all  circumstances  ;  in  all  climates. 
(Doddrige,  Calvin,  Baxter,  &c.,  urge  this  very  plea.) 

The  open-communionist  says  :  "  We  have  np  example 
in  Scripture,  of  any  sincere  follower  of  Christ  being 
on  any  pretence  whatever^  denied  the  privilege  of  sitting 
down   with  his   brethren   at  the  table   of  the  Lord."" 
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The  Pedo-baptists  says  :  We  have  no  example  in  Scripture 
of  any  sincere  follower  of  Christ  being  on  any  pretence  what- 
ever denied  the  privilege  of  having  his  infant  baptized. 

The  open-communionist  says :  "  l^we  have  no  precedent  for 
admitting  unbaptised  persons,  neither  have  you  for  rejecting 
them. "  The  Pedo-baptist  says  the  same  with  reference  to  his 
babies. 

Such  principles  of  reasoning,  if  carried  out  to  their 
legitimate  results,  would  subvert  every  principle  of  Protest- 
antism, and  furnish  a  warrant  for  attending  to  the  inventions 
of  Popery  ;  for  it  might  be  urged,  no  devout  Christian  in  the 
days  of  the  Apostles  was  ever  denied  the  privilege  on  any 
pretence  whatever  of  celebrating  high  mass,  or  praying  to  the 
virgin  ;  and  if  the  open-communionist  should  reply  :  the 
Apostles  knew  nothing  about  such  practices,  neither  did  the 
Apostolic  chuches!    "True,"  the  Catholic  might  rejoin,  "but 
the  cases  are  not  parallel.    You  look  to  the  Bible,  alone  and  . 
are  misled  ;  but  we  are  enlightened  by  tradition,  and  thus  pre- 
served from  error."    The  Bible  and  Tradition  is  the  religion 
of  Rome.    The  Bible  and  the  Prayer  Book  is  the  religion  of 
Episcopacy.    The  Bible,  and  the  varying  circumstances  in 
which  Christians  J  by  following  error  may  be  placed^  is  the  reli- 
gion of  open-communionism — while  it  is  boastingly  said  that 
the  Bible,  and  the  Bible  alone,  is  the  religion  of  Protestants. 

The  author  of  the  tract,  asks,  what  we  would  have  done 
with  uncircumcised  persons  had  the  canon  of  Scripture 
closed  with  the  9th  Chapter  of  Acts.  Our  reply  is  that  we 
cannot  tell  what  would  have  been  the  result  of  an  imperfect 
revelation  of  the  mind  of  God  to  man,  but  we  can  tell,  that 
to  depart  from  the  perfect  canon  is  rebellion. 

Again,  our  author,  after  admitting  that  in  primitive  times 
baptized  believers  only  came  to  the  table  of  the  Lord,  and 
after  having  denied  that  this  is  a  precedent  for  us  in  our  cir- 
cumstances ;  proceeds  to  fight  against  the  authority  of  pre- 
cedent, with  an  earnestness  which  evidences  with  unmistak- 
able certainty  that  he  is  not  at  all  satisfied,  that  men  with 
the  Bible  in  their  hands  will  admit  his  premises.  He  exalts 
the  importance  '■^  general  principles,^''  and  then  interprets 
the  word  of  God  by  his  view  of  those  general  principles. 
He  adduces  the  case  of  Peter  in  the  house  of  Cornelius  to 
prove,  that  the  Apostle  was  converted  from  the  sentiment, 
that  it  was  unlawful  for  a  Jew  to  associate  with  one  of  ano- 
ther nation,  by  a  general  principle.    On  this  we  remark,  1. 
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Peter  had  been  in  the  habit  of  calling  the  Gentiles  com- 
mon," .or  unclean.  The  voice  said  unto  him,  What  God 
hath  cleansed  J  that  call  not  thou  common.^^  This  was  some- 
thing more  than  a  "general  principle:"  it  was  a  positive 
COMMAND  to  Peter,  to  change  his  sentiments  and  his  practice. 
2.  But  the  voice  of  God  led  Peter  to  receive  those  Gentiles, 
and  the  all-important  question  arises,  did  the  subdued  Apostle 
receive  them  into  church  fellowship  without  baptism  ?  What 
saith  the  inspired  record  ?  When  Peter  saw  the  Spirit  des- 
cend upon  them,  he  said :  "Who  can  forbid  water,  that  these 
should  not  be  baptized  who  have  received  the  Holy  Ghost  as 
well  as  we  ?  And  he  commanded  them  to  be  baptized  in  the 
name  of  the  Lord.^"*  When  Peter  rehearsed  these  facts  to  the 
Church  at  Jerusalem,  the  brethren  there  were  satisfied  with 
the  reception  which  those  Gentiles  had  met  at  the  hands  of 
God  and  man,  and  so  would  any  baptized  Church  on  the 
face  of  the  earth  ;  but  this,  like  every  other  passage  in  the  New 
Testament,  bearing  upon  the  question,  gives  open-commu- 
nionism  a  fatal  stab  under  the  fifth  rib. 

We  have  next  a  military  figure,  in  which  the  author's 
suppositions  overlook  the  point  at  issue.  And  while  on  this 
*  subject,  we  would  say  to  parties  on  both  sides  of  this  contro- 
versy, that  to  compare  the  positive  commands  of  God,  to  the 
orders  of  a  King;  and  the  ordinances  of  ihe'Gospel,  *'to  the 
colour  of  a  coat,  or  the  length  of  a  feather,  or  the  size  of  a 
cockade,"  is  superlatively  preposterous.  We  could  very  easily 
turn  such  a  figure  to  our  own  account,  but  not  without 
insulting  God.  We  say  this  in  full  view  of  the  fact,  that 
strict-communionists  will  be  rebuked  by  our  remarks,  as  well 
as  our  brethren  who  oppose  them. 

Catholicus  everywhere  aims  to  produce  the  impression,  that 
strict-communionists  do  not  admit  the  force  of  general  princi- 
ples. He  also  assumes  that  the  general  principles  of  the  Gos- 
pel go  to  establish  the  dogma  of  open-communion.  In  both  of 
these  positions  the  good  man  is  utterly  at  fault.  With  us  the 
positive  commands,  and  plain  examples,  and  general  princi- 
ples of  the  word  of  God,  are  alike  authoritative  ;  and  the  man 
who  urges  any  one  of  these  to  set  aside  another,  is  just  as  cer- 
tainly in  error  as  it  is  that  God's  word  is  in  harmony  with  itself. 
To  co-operate  with  a  Bible  or  Missionary  Society,  guided  by 
such  a  passage  as  "to  be  ready  to  every  good  work,"  is 
not  as  our  author  thinks  to  act  on  open-communion  princi- 
ples: for  in  being  led  by  this  general  principle,  we  make  light 
of  no  positive  command  of  God  ,  trample  on  no  inspired 
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precedent  ;  but  on  the  contrary,  act  in  harmony  with  the 
whole  Bible  ;  while  open-communion  sets  aside  the  entire 
current  of  inspired  history,  on  the  point  at  issue,  and  pleads, 
as  a  license,  general  principles,  which  have  no  more  bearing 
upon  the  question  than  they  have  upon  the  dimensions  of  the 
moon. 

Again  this  brother  tliinks  that  if  the  Apostles  were  now 
permitted  to  visit  our  earth,  they,  for  reasons  which  he  fancies, 
would  do,  what,  for  lack  of  sufficient  light  we  presume  they 
utterly  failed  to  do,  when  here,  preach  open  communionism  ! 
Doubtless,  every  genuine  sectary  on  earth  would  expect  to 
be  sustained  in  his  favourite  dogma,  at  least,  in  the  event  of 
such  a  visitation. 

Our  author  again  takes  up  the  subject  of  precedent,  and 
advances  much  that  is  true,  and  much  that  is  erroneous. 
Because  God  has  left  us  to  wear  a  broad  or  a  narrow  brimmed 
hat — a  coat  with  or  without  a  collar,  and  to  conform  in  some 
other  social  arrangements  to  the  prevailing  customs  around 
us,  it  does  not  follow  that  such  a  license  extends  to  the 
sanctioning  of  a  course  that  subverts  the  revealed  order  of 
His  house.  On  this  subject  Catholicus  is  sometimes  perfectly 
wild.-  For  example,  he  lays  it  down  as  an  axiom,  "  that  no 
'primitive  action  performed  even  in  obedience  to  apostolic  precept, 
can  be  adduced  as  authoritative  precedent^  irrespective  of  the 
circumstances  in  which  it  was  performed ;  for  as  the  circum- 
stances constitute  ihe  grounds  or  conditions  of  the  precedent,  the 
mere  external  action,  when  the  grounds  do  not  exist,  is  of  no 
authority  whatever.^'  (p.  25.)  The  man  who  can  endorse 
such  a  statement  as  an  authoritative  canon,  will  find  little 
difficulty  in  advocating-  open-communionism,  ox  any  other 
ism,  extant  in  so  called  Christendom  It  is  self-evidently 
erroneous,  and  its  dangerous  tendency  is  only  mitigated  by 
its  extravagance.  According  to  this,  God's  word  does  not 
mean  what  it  says,  but  only  v/hat  circumstances,  of  which 
every  man  is  his  own  jud«e,  make  it  say.  What  is  green  in 
our  horison,  may  be  red  iir  Europe,  scarlet  in  Asia,  and  black 
in  Africa:  and  yet  in  the  Book  of  God  it  may  be  white. 
The  commands  of  God,  under  the  legitimate  action  of  such  a 
principle,  change  like  the  chamelion  to  suit  the  object  that  is 
nearest  to  it — change  at  the  bidding  of  human  caprice — 
change  as  error  introduces  variety — change  as  the  inventions 
of  men  displace  the  ordinances  of  heaven  and  reign  in  their 
stead.  Mark  the  application  of  this  principle,  as  given  by 
Catholicus  "upon  the  next  page  of  his  tract.    He  quotes 
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1  Cor.  xiv.  40, — "  Let  all  things  be  done  decently,"  and 
says,  if  we  find  any  national  or  local  practice  enjoined  in 
Scripture,  to  which  it  would  be  considered  neither  decent 
nor  lovely  for  us  to  conform,  we  may  depend  upon  it  that 
among  the  primitive  Christians,  the  case  was  very  different, 
else  the  practice  would  never  have  been  enforced  upon  them." 
(p.  26)    Precisely  so,  says  the  Pedo-Baptist — bathing  in  hot 
climates  was  a  genteel  local  custom  ;  but  to  immerse  a  lady 
publicly  in  Canada,  is  monstrously  indelicate.    True  ;  it  is 
an  apostolic  command  ;  but  our  circumstances  cry  out  for 
sprinkling.    Not  so,  exclaims  Catholicus  ;  "  baptism  and  the 
Lord's  Supper  ought  to  be  observed  by  us,  according  to  the 
manner  in  which  we  are  convinced  they  were  observed  under 
the  immediate  eye  of  the  Apostles  ;  because  these  ordinances 
were  observed  in  obedience  to  a  standing  law  of  the  church, 
and  did  not  originate  in  any  local  or  temporary  circumstances." 
— (p.  27.)    Stop !  stop  !  rejoins  the  Pedo-Baptist,  that  is  un- 
relieved close-communionism ;  that,  the  very  bulwark  of  the 
system ;  and  besides,  your  principle,  just  quoted,  is,  that  "  NO 
primitive  action,  performed  even  in  obedience  to  Apostolic 
precept,  can  be  adduced  as  authoritative  precedent,  irrespec- 
tive of  the  circumstances  in  which  it  was  performed."  Now 
the  apostles  immersed  people,  and  admitted  only  the  baptized 
to  the  table  of  the  Lord  ;  but  1  believe  that  they  had  a  warm 
climate  to  immerse  in,  and  you  believe  that  there  were  no 
unbaptized  believers  in  those  days  ;  so  that  putting  your  belief 
and  mine  together,  we  can,  by  following  out  your  principle, 
very  comfortably  get  rid  of  ancient  order, — but  your  admis- 
sion, that  baptism  and  the  Lord's  supper  must  be  observed  as 
they  were  observed  under  the  immediate  eye  of  the  apostles, 
blows  my  sprinkling  and  your  open-communionism  to  the 
winds  of  heaven.    Stick  to  your  text,  brother. 

It  is  sad,  sad,  to  see  good  men  thus  stumbling  about  for  the 
sake  of  sustaining  an  unscriptural  dogma.  In  one  breath 
laying  down  principles,  which,  if  carried  out,  would  subvert 
the  entire  canon  of  inspiration  ;  and,  in  the  next,  denying  the 
applicability  of  their  own  principles  to  the  very  point  at 
issue.  It  is  not  wonderful  that  Dr.  Howell  should  say,  "  I  am 
still  more  thoroughly  convinced,  if  possible,  that  with  open- 
communion"  the  maintenance  of  the  truth  of  the  gospel  is 
impossible,"  &c. 

But  this  writer,  like  other  open-communionists,  relies 
upon  general  principles  to  set  aside  apostolic  example  on  the 
subject.    Now  we  affirm,  with  the  Bible  before  our  eyes,  that 
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tJiere  is  not  a  general  principle  within  the  lids  of  the  book  which 
in  the  remotest  degree  favours  open-communionism  That  the 
truth  of  this  statement  may  appear,  let  us  examine  some 
of  the  passages  relied  upon  by  Catholicus  to  sustain  his  prac- 
tice. He  introduces  three  classes, — 1st.  As  to  unity.  "  Holy 
Father,  keep  through  thine  own  name  those  that  thou  hast 
given  me  that  they  may  he  one,  as  we  are.  I  in  them,  and 
thou  in  me,  that  they  may  be  made  perfect  in  one,^^  &c.  "  Nei- 
ther pray  I  for  these  alone,  but  for  all  who  shall  believe  in  me 
through  their  word,  that  they  all  may  be  oneV 

Now,  we  ask,  does  open-communionism  tend  to  bring  about 
this  state  of  things  for  which  the  Lord  prayed  ?  Was  the 
Father  a  strict-communionistand  the  Son  open  1  and  did  they 
keep  the  truth,  wherever  it  lay,  in  abeyance  for  the  sake  of 
unity  ?  Unity,  at  the  expense  of  the  revealed  order  of  His 
house  is  not  what  Christ  prayed  for,  and,  to  bring  discordant 
sentiments  together  into  church  fellowship  is  not  by  any 
means  the  way  to  make  God's  people  one.  Therefore  open- 
communionism  is  opposed  to  our  Lord's  prayer  ;  as  it  is  to 
his  legislation.  Agam,  "  For  we  being  many,  are  one  bread 
and  one  body,  for  we  are  all  partakers  of  the  one  bread. 
The  bread  which  we  break  is  it  not  the  communion  of  the 
body  of  Christy  If  our  brethern  could  furnish  one  example 
of  an  inspired  Apostle  using  such  language  with  reference  to 
a  mixed-communion  church  it  would  settle  the  question  at 
once  and  for  ever  ;  but  to  tell  us  what  was  done  by  a  body 
constituted  according  to  the  order  enjoined  by  the  Holy 
Spirit,  for  the  purpose  of  sustaining  a  practice  unknown  to 
the  Apostles,  is  much  more  adapted  to  try  our  patience,  than 
it  is  to  strengthen  our  forbearance  with  our  brethren.  These 
are  specimens  of  the  first  class  of  passages,  and  instead  of 
sustaining  they  rebuke  open-communionists.  The  writer 
under  this  head  speaks  of  our  repelling  Christians.  In  this 
he  wrongs  us.  He  also  speaks  f  ^f  the  sin  of  schism,  but  w^ho 
create  the  schism  ?  obviously  those  who  subvert  the  or- 
dinances of  the  Lord.  And  who  widen  the  breach  I  obviously 
those  who  sustain  the  disorder. 

The  next  class  of  passages  adduced  are  such  as  the  fol- 
lowing : — "  Wherefore  receive  ye  one  another,"  &c.  We 
have  already  replied  to  this  ;  and  would  here  only  extend 
a  hearty  invitation  to  every  Christian  in  Toronto  to  come 
into  the  fellowship  of  Bond  Street  Baptist  Church,  just  as 
Christ  has  authorized  them  to  come,  and  we  will  receive 
them,  one  and  all,  with  open  arms.    But  should  any  decline 
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coming  in  this  way,  and  insist  upon  entering  in  the  way  in- 
vented by  the  Pope,  we  shall  be  constrained  to  turn  them 
over  to  our  open-communion  brethren,  whose  altered  cir- 
cumstances enable  them  to  set  aside  the  law  of  Christ,  on 
this  subject.  We  say  "  law,"  for  the  precedents  of  the  New 
Testament  are  just  as  binding  here,  as  they  are  with  refer- 
ence to  the  observance  of  the  Lord's  day,  the  independence 
of  the  churches,  &c.,  &c. 

The  third  class  of  passages,  adduced,  refers  to  broth«=^rly 
love,  forbearance,  &c.  We  all  need  to  be  strengthened  in 
these  graces  ;  but  we  hope  that  we  are  not  far  behind  others 
in  this  respect.  And  we  cannot  avoid  the  conviction,  that 
to  refer  our  adherence  to  what  we,  in  common  with  all  other 
denominations  of  professing  Christians  believe  to  be  an  ar- 
rangement of  our  infinitely  benevolent  Lord,  to  a  want  of 
Christian  love,  argues,  on  the  part  of  our  brethren,  a  melan- 
choly lack  of  that  very  charity  which  they  profess  to  revere. 
We  have  already  shown  that  those  gra.ces  cannot  settle  this 
question.  Catholicus^  from  this  point,  does  little  else  than 
treat  us  to  a  re-echoing  of  sentiments  propounded  by  Hall. 
If  our  readers  have  not  themselves  discovered  the  naked- 
ness, and  in  some  instances,  the  dangerous  tendency  of  such 
principles,  let  them  read  Fuller's  or  Howell's  review  of 
Hall  on  Communion. 

The  principles  essential  to  the  maintenance  of  open-com- 
munionism  are  of  a  most  lax  character,  and  possess  a  most 
dangerous  tendency.  Let  them  be  received  as  authentic  by 
God's  people  and  carried  out,  and  Gospel  order  would  be  at 
an  end.  But  we  cannot  in  this  article  follow  out  this  thought. 
We  will  close  by  propounding  and  answering  the  two  fol- 
lowing questions,  which  cover  the  major  points  in  dispute. 

First — What,  regarding  the  point  at  issue,  w^as  the  order 
of  the  Apostolic  Churches  1  and 

Second, — Is  that  order  binding  upon  us  1 

A  few  passages  of  Scripture  will  cast  light  upon  these 
questions.  And  first — "  The  statute  of  the  Christian 
Church"  reads  thus,  Go  ye  and  teach  all  nations,  baptizing 
them  in  the  name  of  the  Father,  and  of  the  Son,  and  of  the 
Holy  Ghost,  teaching  them  to  observe  all  things  wiiatsoever 
I  have  commanded  you,  and  lo  1  am  with  you  alway,  eve'li- 
untotheendof  world."  There  has  hven  much  discussion 
amongst  different  parties,  as  to  whether  we  were  bound  to 
o  bserve  this  law,  in  the  order  in  which  it  reads.    The  real 
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point  at  issue  in  this  controversy  is,  does  Christ  sanction  the 
erection  of  a  Church  composed  wholly,  or  in  part,  of  indivi- 
duals who  have  annihilated  the  positive  institution  enjoined 
by  this  law,  upon  all  believers,  and  in  its  stead  placed  a  hu- 
man invention  ?  If  His  legislation  can  be  dispensed  w^ith  in 
His  last  great  commission,  given  for  the  guidance  of  mortals, 
even  unto  the  end  of  the  world,  what  other  part  of  it  shall 
we  hold  sacred  1  But  how  did  the  Apostles  carry  out  the 
commission  ?  Turn  to  the  second  chapter  of  the  Acts,  &c., 
where  they  were  called  upon  to  give  a  practical  exposition  of 
this  commission  given  to  them  by  the  Lord,  and  we  find 
Peter  directing  the  anxious  multitude  thus,  "  repent  and  be 
baptized  every  one  of  you,"  &c.  "  Then  they  that  gladly  re- 
ceived his  word  were  baptized.  .  .  .  And  they  continued 
steadfastly  in  the  Apostle's  doctrine  and  fellowship,  and  in 
breaking  of  bread  and  in  prayer."  This  is  a  description  of 
the  formation  of  the  first  Gospel  Church.  It  is  an  inspired 
model  given  to  Christ's  people  for  their  guidance  in  all  ages. 
If  we  had  not  another  hint  in  the  word  of  God  as  to  the 
manner  of  Church  building,  this  should  be  sufficient  for  every 
soul  who  implicitly  trusts  the  integrity  of  the  Divine  record. 
And  if  an  Angel  from  Heaven  should  tell  us  that,  in  our  cir- 
cumstances, we  were  at  liberty  to  subvert  this  model,  we 
should  resist  his  rash  utterance,  and  cling  to  the  teaching  of 
the  Holy  Spirit,  as  eternal  truth.  But  if  we  examine  the  New 
Testament  closely,  we  shall  find  this  model  every  where  ad- 
hered to.  At  Rome  they  had  all  been  "  buried  with  Christ 
by  baptism."  At  Corinth  they,  hearing,  believed  and  were 
baptized.  At  Galatia,  Ephesus,  &c.  &c.,  the  Churches  were 
composed  of  baptized  believers  only.  The  practice  in  one 
region  was  the  practice  in  every  region,  <'  as  1  teach  every 
where,  in  every  Church,''^  says  Paul.  To  our  first  question 
then, — What,  regarding  the  point  at  issue,  was  the  order  of 
the  Apostolic  Churches  ?  we  reply  without  even  the  fear  of 
contradiction,  that  repentance,  faith,  and  baptism  were,  in 
every  Church,  terms  of  communion. 

Our  next  question  is, — Is  such  order  binding  upon  us  ? 
The  following  passages  of  Scripture  furnish  our  reply  : — 
"  I  have  received  of  the  Lord  Jesus,"  says  the  apostle  Paul, 
*'that  which  also  I  delivered  unto  you;"  1  Cor.  xi.  23. 
"  Be  ye  followers  of  me,  even  as  I  am  of  Christ.  Now  I 
praise  you  brethren,  that  ye  remember  me  in  all  things,  and 
keep  the  ordinances  as  I  delivered  them  unto  you  1  Cor. 
xi.  1,2.    "I  beseech  you,  be  ye  follow^ers  of  me.    For  this 
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cause  I  have  sent  unto  Timotheus,  my  beloved  son,  and  faith- 
ful in  the  Lord,  w^ho  shall  bring  you  into  remembrance  of  my 
ways,  which  be  in  Christ,  as  I  teach  every  where  in  every 
church  1  Cor.  iv.  16,  17.  Brethren,  be  ye  foftowers  of 
me,  and  mark  them  who  walk  so,  as  ye  have  us  for  an  en- 
sample ;"  Phil.  iii.  17.  "Though  I  be  absent  in  the  flesh, 
yet  am  I  with  you  in  the  spirit,  joying,  nnd  beholding  your 
order,  and  the  steadfastness  of  your  faith  in  Christ,  As  ye 
have  therefore  received  Christ  Jesus  the  Lord,  so  walk  ye 
in  him  ;  rooted  and  built  up  in  him,  and  established  in  the 
faith  as  ye  have  been  taught,  abounding  therein,  with 
thanksgiving.  Beware  lest  any  man  spoil  you  through  phi* 
losophy  and  vain  deceit,  after  the  tradition  of  men,  after 
the  rudiments  of  the  world  and  not  after  Christ 
Col.  ii.  5 — 8.  Therefore,  my  brethren,  stand  fast,  and  hold 
the  traditions  which  ye  have  been  taught,  whether  by  word 
or  our  epistle 2  Thess.  ii,  15.  .  "  All  Scripture  is  given  by 
inspiration  of  God,  and  is  profitable  for  doctrine,  for  reproof, 
for  instruction  in  righteousness,  that  the  man  of  God  may  be 
perfect,  thoroughly  famished  to  every  good  work." 

Such  are  the  inspired  exhortations  and  instructions  address- 
ed to  us  regarding  our  undeviating  observance,  in  their  prim- 
itive form,  of  the  institutions  of  Christ. 

We  cannot  believe  that  the  love  which  can  set  aside  such 
/  teaching  is  entitled  to  the  appellation  Christian^  for  Christian 
;  love  forsakes  all  for  Christ.  Our  brethren  do  love  Christ ; 
but  their  open-communionism  does  not  grow  out  of  that  love. 
But  by  that  love  we  entreat  them,  to  reconsider  principles, 
which  so  far  as  they  are  controled  by  them,  must  prove  an 
effectual  bar  in  the  way  of  their  contending  earnestly  for  the 
faith  once  delivered  to  the  saints. 

In  closing  this  article  we  would  commend  to  our  Pedo- 
baptist  brethren  the  following  remarks  from  Dr.  Campbell, 
Editor  of  the  British  Banner^  C/iristian  Witness,  &c.  This 
distinguished  Congregationalist  thus  delivers  himself: — 

"  On  the  subject  of  communion  our  mind  is  as  fully  settled  as  upon 
any  subject  within  the  whole  domain  of  Eevelation.    There  may  be 
some  dispute  both  as  to  the  subject  and  the  mode  of  Baptism ;  but 
as  to  the  thing  itself,  in  our  view,  among  men  thoroughly  candid, 
well-instructed,  and  free  from  prejudice,  there  can  be  none,  ^s  we^' 
.1  read  the  New  Testament,  Baptism  was,  in  every  case,  as  to  adults,  \ 
I  administered  previous  to  fellowship.    It  was,  in  every  instance,  a 
j  matter  of  course, — a  necessary  and  uniform  accompaniment  of  peni-  , 
I  tence  and  faith,  and,  indeed,  the  public  profession  of  them.  ,"In  t^  J 
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matter  we  liave  ever  viewed  Mr.  Kinghorne  as  entirely  correct,  and 
Mr.  Hall  as  entirely  wrong.  Never,  perhaps,  was  there  such  an 
expenditure  of  argument  the  most  seductive,  and  eloquence  the  most 
overwhelming,  in  defence  of  a  point  so  utterly  untenable.  The  spirit 
of  Hall  is  nolDle  and  generous,  but  we  have  ever  thought  that  he 
illustrated  these  attributes  at  the  expense  of  inspiration.  We  should 
have  thanked  Mr.  Hall  for  his  generosity  and  his  catholicity,  in 
offering  to  admit  us,  as  "  wnbaptized,"  to  the  table  of  the  Lord;  but 
we  should,  at  the  same  time,  have  declined  to  be  admitted  on  such 
terms,  considering  it  an  indignity,  if  not  an  insult,  rather  than 
Christian  forbearance,  or  ecclesiastical  courtesy.  We  should  have, 
in  toto,  disputed  his  broad  principle,  that  "  nothing  isto  be  consi- 
dered a  condition  of  fellowship  below,  that  is  not  equally  a  condition 
of  fellowship  above."  We  should  promptly  have  entered  our  pro- 
test against  discussing  the  subject  on  this  celestial  altitude,  and, 
descending  to  the  earth,  have  hastened  to  institute  an  inquiry  as  to 
how  the  Apostles  proceeded." 
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